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Any ne~ FC'C rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights~~&rHJ~P~f
proposals discussed in the. NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not bead~.Mail Room

(1) The FC_C must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's propo.sed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints' and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone.and everyone has ..
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) TheFCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, espe'cially r~ligious programming, is hot properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force rep,orting on such things as who produced what programs would _
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4)'Many Gluistian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
'.stati.ons. ~~epingthe ~Iectricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sqL!e~fe niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially rai~ing costs in two ways: (a) by
·j-eq·uiring st~ff'pre$.~nce whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
.~elVice is' cdhtrary to the p.!Jqlic. interest. .,-..- ".- . ._- - - - ....

- We urgE? the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit tli'e fGIIOVl1in~. c~~wen~ !n response..to the Loc~Hsm Notice of pro'.' 8t:i~""aking
, (fhe"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, inMB Docket No. 04:233. '

. . . ~CC Mail Room
Any new FCC rules, policIes or procedures must not violate First Amendment rrghts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to aif1ime.Prf5)pQseQ~~uIDIiGaGGess r~uirelilemts would do so-..:. eve-rlifa religious broadcaster'- ­
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrUde on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Cbristian bro~dca~ters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
s~ations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze ni'che,and'smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
r.equiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
UNPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC Mail Room

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. .

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist adVice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating What viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious I;lroadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public fo-rum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editoRal choices. .

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred.from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. KeElping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sqj.Jeeze niche and smaller lTI~fket broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a stati«:>n is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals Would forae service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. .

We ·urge the' FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I"submit ·the f0:lIoWi,inS' ~~r;rllp.enjts I~l f~Sp,OlJls,e to the Lq,~al;~smNotice of ,Proposed Rulemaking
. (the"N'PRi\1I;"I), ''ren~ased J'an. 24, 2008, ilt MS Do'cket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people Who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
--,;-rights-to-air'time:-Proposed-ptlblic-access requirements would doso---even~ifa -religiotls broadeaster­

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed In the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids Imposition of message delivery
mandates on any-religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or poliqies discussed above.
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F.C~ Man Room
Comments in response to localism notice of proposed rulemaking MB Docl'etN'o. 04-233

Dear Sir,

I am upset to hear that anything like this is being proposed! MB Docket No. 04-233 is a
blatant attack on our crucial rights as Americans protected by the Constitution Of The United States!
NPRM's advisory board proposal would violate our freedom of speech, and freedom of religion.

--The FCC must not force any radio station to take advice from any group, including those not
sharing their values.

~_. --The ~FCe-n1Ust JR)"nurrn.wery ra1iio"stationinto-a public forron where- anyone and everyone has
rights to airtime. Religious broadcasters who resist such an advisory board or forum could face
harassment, complaints and even losing their broadcasting license.

--The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licenses would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposal would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters by the Commissioners. Religious broadcasters who stand finn to
their consciences and beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

--The FCC must not raise broadcasters costs by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the
air or by further restricting main studio location choices. Many broadcasters, including Christian
broadcasters operate on tight budgets, and these proposals would force service cutbacks - and
curtailed services is contrary to the public interest.

The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from
dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious

broadcaster, must present.

llirge tneFCC nofto aaopfiules, procedure or po lCles Olscusse -above.

If the FCC is concerned that certain non-religious and secular voices are not being heard, then the
FCC should encourage those individuals to get their own station(s) at their own expense. DO NOT
pass new rules, procedures or policies that could potentially allow individuals or groups to force
their ideals on other stations, at that other station's expense.

~~:tJ:~
4350NE 141 Ave
Williston, FL 32696
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